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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 09/14/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Prior to addressing Applicant's arguments with respect to prior arts, Examiner 
respectfully apologizes for any inconvenience due to lack of progression in the prosecution of the 
Applicant. Understandably so Applicant has charged Examiner for repeatedly introducing new art 
with each office action even though "all of which were available to him before the first action." 
Though true that all of the references were technically available to the Examiner from the 
beginning of the prosecution, Applicant should be aware that the database contains far greater 
amount of prior art references than can be possibly examined individually. Applicant should rest 
assured that during each of the submitted office actions, the Examiner presented the "best 
possible art" that the Examiner felt read on the claimed invention at the time. Therefore it is mildly 
amusing the Applicant feels that each of the references should have been discovered and 
presented from the beginning of prosecution. Having established the above, Examiner still 
regretfully apologizes for not meeting not only Applicant's but his own standard of prosecution 
with the present application. 

2. With respect to Applicant's argument as they apply to the prior art, Applicant argues the 
combination of Hesley with that of Casebolt is improper on basis of alleged obviousness. 
Applicant argues that the combination of Hesley with that of Casebolt would not have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill because apparently in order to combine the two teachings, one 
would have to have followed the steps listed on Page 7 of Applicant's remarks. 

3. With respect to above argument, Examiner disagrees. First and foremost, let it be on 
the record that the combination of the above two references as was motivated by the reasons 
stated in the office action was NOT primarily for the same reasons as the Applicant claims. The 
primary motivation provided combined the two references for the sake of an effective power 
management system that taught all the essential limitations of the claimed invention. 
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4. In addition to a primary motivation, Examiner had further provided a potential secondary 
motivation why one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine Hesley with 
that of Casebolt. Since the Applicant in his remarks seems to have focused more on this 
motivation more so than the primary motivation, the Examiner will attempt to clarify his position 
for why he deems the second motivation to be proper as well. In remarks submitted on 
09/14/2007, Applicant states that "For a person skilled in the art to come up with Applicant's 
solution, he would need to do the following:" (thereby listing a 7 step process - see Page 7). 
Therefore, the simplest way for the Examiner to show his position in terms that the Applicant can 
hopefully follow, Examiner will show how all of the 7 steps were successfully met: 

5. (Steps 1-4): Effectively Applicant's own admitted prior art ( Paragraph 0003, 
"Background of Invention") while covering the problems of Repetitive strain Injury (RSI) states 
that it is well known in the field of RSI computer systems that "In particular when the limb is held 
immobile during longer periods of time , the conditions most commonly known as RSI may 
arise ..." 

6. (Steps 5-6): Being made aware of this problem, one of ordinary skill would simply need 
to now develop a system to prevent the said condition from occurring. 

7. (Step 7): One would only need to look as far as the combination of Hesley and 
Casebolt as provided for the reasons in primary motivation of power management efficiency that 
teach all the needed limitations and simply alter the preamble to read "System for preventing the 
maintaining of sustained cramped motionless position of a limb..." 

8. Therefore it is the position of the Examiner that not only does prior art of record read on 
the claimed invention, but the motivations provided are sufficient and proper for the reasons 
stated above. Additionally, if the Applicant would like to request an interview with the Examiner 
and his supervisor as stated in arguments submitted 09/14/2007, the Applicant is advised to call 
the Examiner with the said request in addition to submitting an Applicant Initiated Interview 
request form with detailed agenda of topics that the Applicant would like to discuss. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 16-18, 21-23, 26-28, 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hesley et al U.S. Patent No: 6,489,947 [herein after Hesley] and further in 
view of Casebolt et al U.S. Patent no: 6^61,410 [herein after Casebolt] and further in view of 
Applicant Admitted Prior Art (see "Background of Invention") [herein after AAPA]. 

3. As per Claims 16, 26, 28 and 32, Hesley teaches a system for preventing the maintaining 
of a sustained cramped motionless position of a limb [Col. 3, Lines 55-59, "...an ergonomic dual- 
section computer-pointing device, that includes a cursor control section fixedly and movably 
connected to an ergonomic hand support section, reduces stress and helps to prevent cumulative 
trauma disorder comprising: 

(a) Element [see Fig. 2A, element 200, "an ergonomic dual-section computer- 
pointing device] providing an input signal controllable by a user through interaction with a 
user's limb [see Fig. 2B, element 292] disposed adjacent said element [Col. 13, Lines 
60 - pressure sensors determine whether a hand is present over the elemenf] 

(b) Timing means [see Fig. 4B, element 402, Pressure timing circuifl for 
determining the length of time when a limb is present [Col. 6, Lines 64-67] 

(c) Means for generating an alarm signal to the user when said length of time 
exceeds a threshold value [Col. 14, Lines 39-49 - also see Fig. 5, element 508] 

Hesley teaches the above limitations and further teaches starting the timing means when 
the hand is present on the pointing device. However, Hesley does not expressly disclose starting 
the timer only when the hand is present on the mouse yet inactive. Casebolt teaches a 
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system/method of sensing conditions where the hand is rested on the mouse for a relatively long 
period without moving the mouse [see Casebolt, Col. 15, Lines 16-20]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to combine the teachings of Hesley with that of Casebolt in order to take advantage of 
utilizing effective power management in user operated data input devices [Col. 3, Lines 9-12]. It 
is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention would have 
been motivated to combine the two teachings above in order to take advantage of utilizing 
effective power management in user operated data input devices [Col. 3, Lines 9-12]. 

As for the intended use of "preventing the maintaining of a sustained cramped motionless 
position of a limb", it should be noted that the combination of Hesley and Casebolt teach all the 
limitations of the claimed invention and it is not necessary for the combination of the two 
references to require the same motivation or intended use as the Applicant. Examiner's position 
regarding this argument is explained in detail herein after. Though Casebolt's system is geared 
towards a power management system, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of 
Hesley with that of Casebolt because the system is configured to be used in environments 
outside of simply power management system [see Casebolt, Col. 6, Lines 48-63]. It would have 
been further obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that was aware of a well-known problem of 
developing RSI associated with prolonged immobile use of computer mice to combine the above 
two references to reduce the risk of developing RSI [see AAPA, "Background of Invention", 
Paragraph 0003]. 

Essentially to avoid any future disagreement over the "unwarranted" combination of 
above references (as has been repeatedly brought up by the Applicant in previous office actions), 
the Examiner would like to point out that the Examiner is relying on Casebolt only for his 
teachings of a well-known state machine having a state wherein user's hand is present on the 
mouse yet the mouse has not been moved for a predetermined time. Hesley's system already 
teaches all the limitations of the claimed invention including warning the user of possibly 
developing RSI due to prolonged use of the mouse and alerting him/her to "take a break" at 
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appropriate expiration of the time. Even though, Casebolt's system is not necessarily in the field 
of "preventing the maintaining of a sustained cramped motionless position of a limb" (albeit it 
possibly just as easily could given that Casebolt teaches using the system in number of other 
environments), it should be noted that the above limitation is simply the "intended use" of a 
Applicant's system (which is even covered by Hesley). As a non-limiting example, it is similar to 
attempting to claim a system of a pencil for the intended use of using it as a dart (as long as prior 
art can show the system of a pencil, the "intended use" of the said pencil is irrelevant). Therefore, 
to summarize, one of ordinary skill in the art aware of problems associated with RSI by way of 
prolonged immobile use of the computer mice would have clearly seen the benefit of combining 
the system of Hesley with that of Casebolt's state machine configured to detect presence of a 
user while the mouse is inactive. 

4. As per claim 17, Hesley as modified by Casebolt above teaches a system wherein there 
is included a sensor capable of detecting the presence of a limb placed on or over at least a part 
of said element [see Hesley, Col. 13, Lines 46-58, "Pressure sensor"\ 

5. As per claim 18, Hesley as modified by Casebolt above teaches a system wherein 
signal comprises a tactile signal [see Hesley, Col. 5, Line 63 - Col. 6, Line 6]. 

6. As per Claim 21, Hesley as modified by Casebolt above teaches a system in which the 
alarm signal has multiple settings whereby the nature of the alarm signal changes if the presence 
of the limb continues to be detected after the alarm signal has initially been generated [Col. 14, 
Line 63 - Col. 15, Line 5, "...the severity of the warning increases']. 

7. As per Claim 22 and 31, Hesley as modified by Casebolt above teaches a system in 
which the alarm signal comprises means for generating an audible alarm [see Fig. 4B, element 
403 & 475, "Sound generator" - "Speaker"] 

8. As per claim 23 and 30, Hesley as modified by Casebolt above teaches a system 
wherein the alarm signal comprises means for generating a visual signal [Col. 15, Lines 43-48] 

9. As per Claim 27, Hesley as modified by Casebolt above teaches a device in which the 
configuration of the device is adapted to allow the means for detecting activity of the user's limb 
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to detect the activity of a user's limb placed on or over at least part of the element [Col. 13, Lines 
46-58, "Pressure sensor"], and means for communicating the signal representative of the 
detected activity to a controller configured to generate the alarm signal if no user activity is 
detected for or during a period of time [Col. 14, Lines 39-49 - also see Fig. 5, element 508]. 
10. Claims 19, 20 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hesley and Casebolt and further in view of Serpa U.S. Patent No: 6,587,091 [herein after 
«Serpa]. 

11 As per Claim 19 and 29, Hesley as modified by Casebolt teaches the limitations of 
claims 18 and 28, however fail to teach a system wherein the element includes a member 
adjacent the limb and disposed adjacent the member is a motor operated eccentric mass that 
vibrates the member the tactile signal. However, Serpa teaches the limitation wherein the 
element [see Serpa, Lines 33-38] includes a member adjacent the limb and disposed adjacent 
the member is a motor operated eccentric mass [see Serpa, Fig. 2a, element 11,12] that vibrates 
the member to provide the tactile signal [see Serpa, Col. 1 , Lines 31-34]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to combine the above teachings in order to take advantage of plurality of practical 
applications such as with computer systems intended for use by the vision or hearing impaired to 
game systems that enhance a user's experience through force feedback [see Serpa, Col. 1, 
Lines 37-44]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to combine the above teachings. 

12. As per claim 20, Casebolt as modified by Serpa above teaches a system wherein the 
element comprises a mouse housing and the motor operated eccentric mass is located within the 
housing to vibrate the housing, thus causing the tactile signal [see Serpa, Fig. 3a, elements 11 - 
motor, 19 -housing] 

13. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hesley and Casebolt and further in view of Gould et al U.S. Patent No: 6,065,138 [herein after 
Gould]. 
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14. As per claim 24, Hesley as modified by Casebolt teaches the limitations of claims 16 
and further means for generating the alarm signal if the nature of the interaction conforms to a 
profile [Col. 15, Lines 43-48], however fail to teach a system wherein the system includes a risk 
profile defining unacceptable interaction between a limb and the controllable element. However, 
Gould teaches a system that includes a risk profile defining unacceptable interaction between the 
limb and the controllable element [see Gould, Col. 1, Lines 14-17] 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention would have clearly 
recognized the advantage of combining the above teachings in order to take advantage of 
preventing Repetitive stress injury (RSI) that can be caused by excessive typing and bad hand 
position among other activities [see Gould, Col. 1, Lines 25-27]. It is for this reason that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the above teachings. 

15. As per Claim 25, Hesley and Casebolt as modified by Gould above teach a system 
including means for compiling and storing a record of the interaction between the user- 
controllable element and the users limb and the generation of alarm signals over a period of time 
[see Gould, Col. 2, Lines 13-20]. 

Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the 
date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Jasjit S. Vidwan whose telephone number is (571) 272-7936. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alford Kindred can be reached on (571) 272-4037. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



JSV 
1/21/08 






